contention, the portions cited are incomplete and out of context. We believe
that the proceedings, taken as a whole, demonstrate that the Regional Board
members, while they understood that deferred compliance could be allowed,
intended the dry weather compliance to be effective forthwith. Regional Board

staff testified several times that there was strong evidence that Chevron could
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meet dry weather requirements immediately. As already indicated, Chevron
testified to the contrary and suggested that they should be allowed 12
violations per year until the wet weather facilities were complete.

An overall and complete reading of the record convinces us that the
Regional Board was not misled as to its authority. It was not really a
situation where the Regional Board felt that 1t could not defer dry weather
compliance, it was a situation where the Regional Board felt that it should not
defer compliance because the evidence indicated that consistent compliance
could be achieved immediately.

As a further indication of the Regional Board's position that Chevron
should immediately comply wfth the dry weather limitations, we take administra-
tive notice of tne recent June 24, 1985 action wherein the Regional Board
accepted a $38,000 administrative civil liability payment from Chevron for vio-
lations of various dry weather effluent limitations (suspended solids viola-
tions on February 25, 1985 and March 12, 1985; phenols violations on March 26,
1985; and pH violations on February 28, 1985.) The assessment of the liability
amount further demonstrates the Regional Board's intention that the suspended

solids, phenols and pH requirements can and should be met.
III. CONCLUSION

We agree with the Regional Board that a firm commitment by Chévron to
water quality protection can achieve present compliance with dry weather
limits. Enforcement action which began in 1980 has resulted in a reduction of
effluent 1imit violations, and monitoring data indicates that full compliance

can be achieved at this time.
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1)

in the Cease and Desist Order which required compliance forthwith with dry
weather effluent limitations.

2. The Regional Board was aware it could have adopted a time schedule
which did not require immediately compliance forthwith for dry weather 1imita-
tions. Immediate compliance was required not because of error but because the
Regional Board properly concluded that the dry weather requirements could be

consistently met immnediately.

V. ORDER

The petition is hereby denied.

VI. CERTIFICATION

The undersigned, Executive Director of the State Water Resources ‘
Control Board, does hereby certify that the foregoing is a full, true, and
correct copy of an order duly and regularly adopted at a meeting of the State
Water Resources Control Board held on September 19, 1985.

Aye: Raymond V. Stone, Chairman
Darlene E. Ruiz, Vice Chairwoman
E. H. Finster, Member
Eliseo M. Samanieqo., Member

No: None

Absent: None

Abstain:  None
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Raymond Walsh
Interim Executive Director
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